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REMARKS 

Claims 1-78 are pending in the application. Claims 1-65 are withdrawn. Claims 66-74 are 
currently under examination. Claims 66, 68, 70, and 72-74 have been amended. Claims 75-78 have 
been added. Support for the claim amendments may be found at least, e.g., in original claims 68 
and 72; at page 2, lines 12-14; at page 3, lines 9-14; and at page 50, lines 10-12. Support for the 
new claims may be found at least, e.g, at page 3, lines 14-15; at page 43, lines 30-32; and at page 
46, line 21 . No new matter has been added. 

Additonally, the specification has been amended to remove an embedded hyperlink, to 
capitalize and mark trademarks, and to add generic terminology to accompany the marks. Support 
for the amendments may be found throughout the specification as filed. No new matter has been 
added. 

Objection to the Specification 

The Examiner objects to the specification as containing embedded hyperlinks on page 6, at 
line 15 and at page 9, at line 15. Applicant has amended the specification to remove the hyperlinks. 
Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection is respectfiiUy requested. 

The Examiner objects to the specification as containing trademarks that are not clearly noted 
as such. Applicant has amended the specification to capitalize and mark the noted trademarks and 
to add the generic terminology. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection is 
respectfully requested. 



Claim rejection under 35 U.S.C. ^ 102 

Claim 66 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) for allegedly being anticipated by 
Kuntzer et al. More specifically, the Examiner states: 

Kuntzer et al. teach the administration of IFN-6 in combination with IVIg for the 
treatment of CIDP. . . [T]he reference teaches that the combination IFN-6 with IVIg 
provides a synergistic effect . . . Therefore, claim 66 is rejected as being anticipated 
by Kuntzer et al. (Office Action, at p. 3.) 
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Applicant respectfully traverses. "To anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every 
element of the claim." (MPEP §2131) The reference cited by the Examiner does not teach or 
suggest all of the claimed limitations. In particular, Kuntzer et al. does not teach or suggest 
administration of IFN-J3 via an intramuscular route as recited in amended claim 66. Therefore, the 
cited reference does not anticipate this claim. Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are 
novel and requests withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102. 



Claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 66-74 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being obvious over 
Kuntzer et al. More specifically, the Examiner states: 

Kuntzer et al. teach the administration of IFN-B in combination with IVlg for the 
treatment of CIDP. . . [T]he reference teaches that the combination IFN-B with IVIg 
provides a synergistic effect. Therefore, it would have been prima facie obvious at 
the time of the invention to modify the treatment methods of Kuntzer et al. to treat 
CIDP by administering IFN-6 and a second treatment selected from the group 
consisting of a steroid, an anti-inflammatory drug, IVIg and plasmapheresis. (Office 
Action, at p. 5.) 

Applicant respectfiilly fraverses. "[OJbviousness requires a suggestion of all limitations in a 
claim." CFMT, Inc. v. Yieldup Intern. Corp., 349 F.3d 1333, 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (citing In re 
Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 985 (CCPA 1974)). The reference cited by the Examiner does not teach or 
suggest all of the claimed limitations. In particular, Kuntzer et al. does not teach or suggest 
inframuscular adminisfration of IFN-6 as recited in amended claims 66-74. Kuntzer et al. does not 
teach or suggest adminisfration of an IFN-6 therapeutic in an amount effective to significantly 
reduce the dose or frequency of a first CIDP freatment, as recited in claims 72-74. 

In further support of this rejection, the Examiner states: 

Although the reference does not teach explicitly that a non-subcutaneous parenteral 
route is used for the administration of IFN-B, one of ordinary skilled {sic) in the art 
would try one of the non-subcutaneous parenteral routes (intramuscular, oral, 
infravenous) to administer of {sic) IFN-6 or a second compound . . . The reference 
also teaches that the combination IFN-6 with IVIg provides a synergistic effect. 
Thus, one of ordinary skilled {sic) in the art could select a second freatment selected 
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from the group consisting of steroid, an anti-inflammatory drug, and plasmapheresis. 
Since the administration of IFN-B with IVIg provides a synergistic effect, one of 
ordinary skilled (sic) in the art could try to reduce the dose or frequency of the 
administration of the group consisting of a steroid, an anti-inflammatory drug, and 
plasmapheresis. In addition, one or ordinary skilled (sic) in the art could change the 
order of the administration of the compounds .... (Office Action, at pp. 5-6.) 

Thus, the Examiner has rejected the instant claims as "obvious to try." MPEP § 2143 states that in 
order to reject a claim based on an obvious to try rationale: 

Office personnel must resolve the Graham factual inquiries. Then, Office personnel 
must articulate the following: 

(1) a finding that at the time of the invention, there had been a recognized problem or 
need in the art, which may include a design need or market pressure to solve a 

problem; 

(2) a finding that there had been a finite number of identified, predictable potential 
solutions to the recognized need or problem; 

(3) a finding that one of ordinary skill in the art could have pursued the known 
potential solutions with a reasonable expectation of success; and 

(4) whatever additional findings based on the Graham factual inquiries may be 
necessary, in view of the facts of the case under consideration, to explain a 
conclusion of obviousness. 



Applicant respectfiiUy submits that the Office has not met its burden with respect to this 
rejection. As an example, the Examiner at least has not made "a finding that there had been a finite 
number of identified, predictable potential solutions to the recognized need or problem" as required 
by MPEP § 2143. Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are nonobvious and requests 
withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the amendments and arguments presented above, Applicant believes the claims 
are in condition for allowance, which action is respectfully requested. If a telephone conversation 
with Apphcant's Agent would expedite the prosecution of the above-identified application, the 
Examiner is urged to call the undersigned at (617) 832-1749. 



Dated: June 12, 2009 Respectfully submitted, 

/Janann Y. Ali/ 

Janann Y. Ali, Ph.D. 

Registration No.: 54,958 
FOLEY HOAG LLP 
155 Seaport Blvd 
Boston, Massachusetts 02210 
(617)832-1749 
Agent for Applicant 
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